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Abstract 

Differences Between Teacher’s Nonverbal Communication 

In Different Cultures 

Merih Ugurel, M.Ed. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

Supervisor: Diane Schallert 

This report focuses on the differences between teachers’ nonverbal 

behaviors across cultures. It presents the literature review on the effects of 

teachers’ nonverbal behaviors on students’ motivation, cognitive and affective 

learning, theories of nonverbal behaviors and cultural dimensions that affect the 

display of these behaviors across cultures. It indicates the need for further 

research in the analysis of teachers’ nonverbal behaviors in relation to their 

culture and the effect of these behaviors on students’ learning. 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TEACHER’S NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION IN 
                   DIFFERENT CULTURES 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

 

In the field of communication, the definition of communication that is still used 

today is that communication is the transference of information between two or more 

individuals that is intentional, transactional, and symbolic (Miller & Steinberg, 1975). 

Communication enables humans to get information about each other and acquire skills 

and attitudes that are represented in the cultural groups on encounter (Johnson, 1999). 

The field divides communication into two major forms: verbal and nonverbal. Although 

verbal communication has distinguished humans radically from other species via speech, 

nonverbal communication, done without words, remains an extremely important form of 

communication. Even though nonverbal and verbal communication occur together in 

many ways and have an effect on each other, in this proposal, I will focus specifically on 

the nonverbal communication of teachers in the classroom and how such communication 

might differ in different cultures. 

The theories associated with nonverbal behaviors divide them into three issues: 1) 

the environmental structures and conditions in which communication takes place; 2) the 

physical characteristics of communicators; and 3) the different reactions of 

communicators (Knapp & Hall, 2006). The first category, the physical environment is 

concerned with the elements that affect human relationships. Environmental elements 
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such as decorations, design, and placement of objects, lighting conditions, temperature, 

noise, or color affect human interactions, and influence human relationships (Knapp & 

Hall, 2006). As part of the physical communication environment, the spatial environment 

is defined as one of the elements in the communication environment. The spatial 

environment concerns how people use the spatial arrangements, seating, for example, in 

formal and informal contexts. Personal space orientation is also studied in terms of 

conversation distance and how it differs depending on the sex, cultural orientation, status, 

and so forth, of interlocutors. Knapp and Hall (2006) suggested that a communicator’s 

physical characteristics such as general attractiveness, body shape, height, weight, hair, 

and other artifacts like clothing, eyeglasses, jewelry, etc. are also influential nonverbal 

cues in communication. The other category that they included in the classification of 

nonverbal behaviors is body movement and position, which includes gestures, 

movements of the body (limbs, hands, head, feet, and legs), facial expressions (smiles, 

frowns), eye behaviors (gaze, blinking, pupil dilation), posture (forward lean, backward 

lean), and touching behaviors. This category is also defined as immediacy behaviors that 

affect people’s perceptions of closeness to each other in interaction (Mehrabian, 1971). 

Different theories are proposed to explain how these nonverbal behaviors are developed, 

initiated, or formed in individual behavioral repertoires. These theories have important 

implications for various issues associated with nonverbal communication including 

emotions, deception, impression management, and intimate relationships (Patterson, 

2006). 
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In each of these topics, the way individuals display, manage, or perceive 

nonverbal behaviors differs from culture to culture. Numerous studies have shown the 

relationship between culture and nonverbal behaviors (Remland et al. 1995). Hofstede 

(1980) suggested that there are dimensions of culture that affect how nonverbal behaviors 

are displayed. The six dimensions that Hofstede proposed are: immediacy, high and low 

context, individualism and collectivism, gender, power distance, and avoidance. 

Nonverbal behavior has been the focus of numerous studies in the field of 

communication and behavioral sciences. It has been seen as central to the communication 

process because of its inherent and important function as producing and conveying 

messages (Burgoon, 1994). It has also been valued by the general public and by different 

fields because of its instrumental role in daily life. 

The current paper summarizes the theories of nonverbal behaviors and analyses 

the influence of teachers’ nonverbal behaviors on student learning in classroom contexts. 

The literature indicates that nonverbal immediacy of teachers, defined as the behaviors of 

teachers that encourage students to feel closer, help students’ cognitive learning (the 

degree of learning) or affective learning (how students feel about the learning process) in 

various ways. Nonverbal immediacy behaviors included the following: leaning, smiling, 

having eye contact, and speaking in different pitches (Bill, 1996). In general these 

behaviors have proven positive for classroom interaction between teachers and students 

(Butterfield et al., 2000). However it has also been found that student’ expectations of 

their teachers’ behaviors vary according to their cultural background. Teachers’ 

behaviors are generated by the social norms and norms of the classroom environment in 
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which interactions take place. Therefore, teachers’ behaviors might result in different 

impacts when viewed from different cultures. Not only in recognition and display but 

also in perception of these behaviors, culture has a significant role. 

The primary focus in this paper is on the cultural dimensions that have significant 

effects on nonverbal behaviors. I propose that as the effect of culture on nonverbal 

behaviors are obvious, differences in teacher’ nonverbal behaviors in the classroom 

across cultures are indispensable. The knowledge of these differences and how they 

influence students may be useful not only in training prospective teachers who are 

planning to work abroad, but also in international students’ orientation to their new 

teachers, classroom and school environment. The behaviors which are useful for teachers 

and beneficial for students’ affective and cognitive learning can be adapted by teachers 

from other cultures. 

The next chapter summarizes the theories of nonverbal behaviors. It starts with 

Ekman and Friesen’s theory of nonverbal behaviors and follows with Patterson’s arousal 

theory, Expectancy violation theory, Interaction adaptation theory, Cognitive valence 

theory, Communication accommodation theory, Interpersonal deception theo ry, and 

Dunbar’s dominance theory. 
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CHAPTER 2 THEORIES OF NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 

There are several theories of nonverbal communication that here been proposed 

over the years. Some theories emphasize the role of arousal whereas, some focus on the 

role of interaction and cognition. In this chapter, I will introduce different theories of 

nonverbal behaviors and their main premises in nonverbal communication. 

R EPERTOIRE OF N ONVERBAL B EHAVIORS 

One of the earliest theories was proposed by Ekman and Friesen (1969). They 

suggested three different origins of nonverbal behaviors and how these come into a 

person’s repertoire as a source of behavior. The first origin they suggested is a result of 

the relationship between stimuli and the nonverbal activity of the nervous system. 

Reflexive actions are proposed to be examples of this origin, and some studies argue that 

facial emotional expressions also stem from neurological systems. 

The second origin of nonverbal behaviors is indicated as not necessarily inherited 

but as being developed by the interactions that species have with their environment and 

that have an instrumental function for them. For example, across all cultures people use 

their hands to grab things to take into the mouth, reflecting the use o f human equipment 

in interaction with the environment. 

Third, Ekman and Friesen (1969) stated that nonverbal behavior would be 

experienced in different settings and for different reasons depending on the culture, 

environment, class, family, or individual background. According to the third reason for 

nonverbal behaviors, some nonverbal actions derive from a mastery orientation in 
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particular activities such as swimming, eating or driving. Some behaviors are learned 

more consciously from a person who already has mastered those behaviors and some are 

acquired rather implicitly. For example although imitating a friend may be practiced and 

more explicitly learned, some behaviors that children adapt from their parent might occur 

unconsciously. 

Ekman and Friesen used this framework in their research but their categorization 

of nonverbal behaviors does not account for all nonverbal behaviors. That is why they 

indicated that this framework was only a report of progress. 

PATTERSON’S AROUSAL THEORY 

In mid-1970 to mid-1980, several theories emphasized the role of arousal in 

nonverbal behaviors as compensation or reciprocation. Among them, Patterson’s (1976) 

arousal theory suggested that the change in a communicator’s nonverbal involvement 

(touch, gaze, close proximity, etc.) would result in arousal of the other partner and initiate 

a labeling process. If the process is perceived positively (liking, comfort, pleasantness 

etc.), the partner would become involved in the process more and would reciprocate with 

high involvement with the communicator. When similar involvement behavior came 

from a stranger, the partner would have the same arousal but this time it might be labeled 

as discomfort and result in compensation. For example, when a smile and touch of a 

friend would increase arousal and would be labeled as an intimate, close, welcomed 

behavior, the same behaviors from a stranger on the bus would also increase arousal but 
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lead to compensation behaviors such as turning away, distancing oneself from the person, 

and avoiding gaze. 

EXPECTANCY VIOLATION THEORY 

Another theory developed nearly at the same time was the Expectancy Violation 

Theory of Burgoon (1976). EVT theory assumes that people develop expectancies about 

each other’s nonverbal behaviors. Those expectancies are functions of social norms that 

are formed by communicator characteristics, degree and quality of relationship and 

known idiosyncrasies of each other, and are influenced by prior knowledge and the status 

of the relationship. According to Burgoon and Jones (1976), when the expectancy of the 

communicator is violated, the violation increases the arousal level of the communicator. 

The factor that affects the interpretation of the valence of a violation as positive or 

negative is defined as the reward value of the violator. The reward value determines the 

extent the communicators want to interact with each other. According to EVT theory 

there is a frequency continuum that is a predictive component of expectancies, whereas 

for prescriptive expectancies, there is a valence association and continuum. 

Burgoon and Hubbard (2005) suggested that expectancy valences differ from one 

culture to another and also might depend on the communicator, context, and relationship. 

Even though there is variability in context, stability, and intercultural homogeneity, they 

suggested ubiquitous predictive and prescriptive expectancies within cultures. As for 

between-cultures, expectations are supposed to exist also across different people as 

expectations are fundamental principles of social communities. 
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A recent study based on this theory was reported by Houser (2003). She noted 

that in classroom environments, students’ classroom experiences over years create their 

expectations about teachers, leading them to develop positive or negative perceptions. To 

discover students’ violations with respect to the experiences of traditional and 

nontraditional students, Houser (2003) referred to prescriptive and predictive 

expectations. Behaviors that are desired and needed are defined as prescriptive 

expectations, and the ones formed by cultural stereotypes are called predictive 

expectations (Burgoon, 1995). 

According to Houser (2005), in classrooms the prescriptive expectancies are not 

the ones students always see but the ones they think should occur. She defined positive 

violation as prescriptive expectations exceeded by ones’ experience and a negative 

violation as a prescriptive expectation exceeding the experience. In her study with 

nontraditional and traditional students, she concluded that both traditional and 

nontraditional students place value on teachers’ use of nonverbal immediacy in the 

classroom. In the study, it appeared that students expected different communicative 

approaches than what is typical of instructors in general. There are differences in 

traditional and nontraditional students’ prescriptive expectations and experiences with 

teachers’ nonverbal behaviors, verbal immediacy, and expectations that are violated. 

Expectancy Violation Theory in brief, proposes that expectations ha ve a 

significant influence on human interactional behaviors and on what interlocutors think of 

each other. The violation of these expectations leads to a certain arousal level in the 

communicator and results in a shift of attention to the violator and what the violation 
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means. The reward valence of the communicator is the mediator whenever the meaning 

of the violation is not clear for interpretation (Burgoon& Hubbard, 2006). However EVT 

does not include the prevalence of reciprocity in interpersonal interactions and does not 

incorporate sociological and biological pressures on communication. Burgoon, Stern and 

Dillman (1995) suggested Interaction Adaptation Theory, improving on the principles of 

Expectancy Violation Theory. 

INTERACTION ADAPTATION THEORY 

Several basic concepts make up Interaction Adaptation Theory. Burgoon and 

Hubbard (2005) summarized this theory with eight principles. The first principle states 

that to fulfill the basic needs of survival, communication, and socialization, people are 

predisposed to adapt to each other. The second principle suggests that it is the 

entertainment and synchrony behaviors that are adapted. These two principles of the 

intercultural point of view suggest that no matter what culture people come from they are 

likely to adjust and adapt their behaviors to each other unless safety and comfort are 

threatened. In the letter case, compensation overtakes reciprocation. The third principle is 

that approach and avoidance tendencies work in a dialectical way because humans move 

between separation and closeness in cycles. These tendencies might change depending on 

the culture.Burgoon and Hubbard (2005) exemplified this last principle with how 

different cultures show differences in expressing grief. Whereas some cultures grieve b y 

using the approach tendencies, some choose solitude or avoidance. 
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The fourth principle argues that there is a matching and reciprocity that people 

naturally adopt? in social environments during polite conversations. Matching and 

reciprocity are suggested to be universal behaviors that signal universal common ground. 

This principle states that cultural dimensions related to power, status, and relationship 

might temper matching behaviors and reciprocity to some extent. The fifth principle of 

interaction adaptation theory suggests that both compensation and reciprocation can take 

place at a compensation level depending on the goal of the interaction. The goal of the 

communication determines when to use compensation or reciprocation intentionally. In 

interactions between individuals from different cultures, nonnative speakers adapt the 

behaviors that native speakers want to see. The sixth principle argues that the adaptation 

of behaviors is limited to different features of speakers. Those features are: speaker’s 

tendency to consistency, speaker’s communication style, the internal reasons of the 

adaptation, monitoring skills, and cultural differences. This principle recognizes that each 

culture has a specific style of social conduct that may differ from other c ultures. The 

seventh principle of IAT is that behaviors like matching, reciprocity, or synchrony occur 

in patterns that are determined by social, biological, and psychological forces. Any other 

behavior without these boundaries occurs by non-accommodation. The eighth principle 

suggests that the preconditions of communication such as setting and cultural background 

affect the adaptation of the behavior besides the interaction itself. The last principle 

suggests that behaviors should be grouped according to their function instead of single 

analysis. 
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IAT basically focuses on five concepts in these foundational principles which are: 

requirements, expectations, desires, interaction positions, and actual positions. 

Requirements are the basic human needs for survival, comfort, and the like, whereas 

expectations are based on social factors and are the same as the predictive aspect of 

expectancies in EVT. Desires are referred to as the wanted behaviors in the interaction. 

They depend on what the person wants or dislikes etc. As for the Interaction position 

concept, it is a combination of the three previous concepts. It focuses on the desired, 

anticipated, and expected behaviors. 

Burgoon and Hubbard (2005) noted that in IAT, the comparison between the 

interaction position and actual position is similar to EVT. Therefore the fifth concept of 

interaction adaptation theory suggests that if the interaction position is more positive than 

the actual position compensation, maintenance is most likely to occur. But if the actual 

position is more positive than IP, then the predicted interpersonal pattern becomes 

matching, reciprocity, or convergence behaviors. 

In her test of the theory in a classroom setting, Comstock (1999) concluded that 

students’ nonverbal behaviors had an influence on teachers’ behaviors. She hypothesized 

that when there is an increase in students’ nonverbal involvement in the classroom, 

teachers become more nonverbally involved as well. Contrarily, when students are less 

involved or they maintain lower degrees of involvement and interest, teachers would also 

be less involved. According to the results of the study, Comstock concluded that even 

during a very short presentation a teacher behavior is influenced by students’ behaviors. 
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Her study shows the application of the interpersonal adaptation theory and shows the 

interdependent relationship between teachers and students. 

COGNITIVE VALENCE THEORY 

CVT is another nonverbal communication theory which was developed by Peter 

Andersen. This theory suggests three outcomes of the immediate and intimate beha viors 

(Andersen, 1998). The first outcome is the alteration of cognitive and affective appraisals 

between partners. The second outcome is the reciprocation or compensation as a response 

to the partner intimacy. The third outcome is the different degrees of mutual closeness as 

a result of increased intimacy. CVT suggests that when intimacy increases, the perceived 

arousal also increases and six cognitive schemata become active. The six schemata 

include: a) culture determines what sort of intimacy is appropriate; b) intimacy 

preferences depend on individual differences; c) there is an interpersonal valence, 

meaning that people like intimacy from the ones they like; d) contextual-situational 

appropriateness that is, whether intimacy is perceived positively or negatively depends on 

the situation; e) psychological and physical states which refer to the mood that might 

change the perception of intimacy. 

Andersen(1998) defined nonverbal intimacy and immediacy behaviors as 

proxemics behaviors such as distance, body orientation, body lean, kinetic behaviors 

including smile, gestures, bodily relaxation movements, tactile behaviors with the 

duration, frequency and location of touch, oculesic behaviors such as gaze, pupil dilation, 

vocalic communication including pitch and volume, and timing and synchrony of the 
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interaction. The Cognitive Valence Model suggests that for an intimate behavior to have 

a relational effect on the person, an increase in intimacy or immediacy should be 

perceived. 

Many studies also examined the relationship between intimacy, immediacy, and 

arousal. Cognitive Valence Theory concludes that when a person perceives an increase in 

intimacy from the other, arousal occurs (Andersen, 1998). It is suggested that high 

arousals are stressful and result in immediate compensating behaviors, while low arousal 

level does not have an effect. Research in classroom environments on teacher and student 

interaction shows that as teachers increased intimacy in their relationship, more affect 

was observed (Andersen & Andersen, 1982). 

COMMUNICATION ACCOMMODATION THEORY 

Communication accommodation theory was developed in the 1970’s to find an 

explanation for the adjustments that people make to have, reduce or maintain social 

distance in their interactions with others (Giles &Ogay, 2006). The theory focuses on the 

way communication is accommodated and the motivational reasons and functional 

consequences of the accommodation. CAT predicts that there is a convergence of 

behaviors, where individuals become more like their partner or divergence of behaviors 

where they become less like their speaking partner. The other prediction is that they 

continue at the level of distance with which they began their communication, which is 

labeled as maintaining (Giles &Ogay, 2006). CAT suggests that convergence is often 

13 



motivated by a desire for approval. The more familiar we are with our interacting partner, 

the closer we get and the more social rewards we expect. 

Theorists of this approach exemplify the disadvantage of convergence with a 

classroom interaction between teacher and students. When students converge to the 

teacher’s behaviors, they are more likely to be considered successful and are more 

rewarded by the teacher, even though they have problems with their social identity. 

Divergence occurs when this kind of identity problem results in isolation of the person 

from the group he or she is associated. Therefore divergence is the result of the motive to 

create a distance between the interlocutors, especially in a group. However divergence 

can also give an idea about the interpretation of the messages that the person wants to 

give. Giles and Ogay suggested that in classroom settings, divergence of a professor 

toward a student who speaks very loudly might give the message to the stude nt that s/he 

should adopt a more silent and less expressive style. 

INTERPERSONAL D ECEPTION THEORY 

Interpersonal Deception Theory was developed by Burgoon and Buller in 1994 to 

examine deception in communicative contexts. IDT is founded on previous decep tion 

work but extended to interpersonal communication, which is a dynamic exchange of 

messages between two or more people. Deception is defined as a purposeful behavior 

when a sender knowingly transfers a message to foster a false belief or interpretation by 

the receiver (Burgoon&Buller, 1996). The underlying tenet of the theory is that deception 
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is a dynamic interactive activity that takes place during the interaction between 

communicators. 

According to IDT, both parties are responsible for forming the deception in the 

communication. Interpersonal deception occurs in a conversation context and 

interpersonal relationship with the influence of factors such as pre- interaction 

expectations, goals, knowledge, and behavioral repertoire and skills (Burgoon&Buller, 

1996). Assumptions of IDT are associated with interpersonal communication (e.g., 

dyadic interaction has mutual influence on deceptive communication), information 

processing and interaction (e.g., interpersonal interaction is cognitively demanding), 

expectations and norms (e.g., co-interactor form a cognitive schemata of the respondent, 

follow the norm of reciprocity) and deception (e.g., cognitively difficult tasks require 

management). It concludes that pre- interaction and interaction features that have an 

impact on the behavioral dynamics and interaction outcomes are embedded within the 

context and the relationship. 

IDT suggests that the initial sender and receiver cognition and behaviors are 

affected particularly by pre- interaction functions and those in turn influence receiver 

detection accuracy, judgments of credibility, and suspicion. Next, receiver cognition and 

behaviors influence sender cognition and behavior that is introduced into subsequent 

receiver adjustments. This process goes on until the interaction is over. 

Burgoon et al. (2006) tested the interpersonal deception theory by elevating the 

deceived subject to the center and focusing on the importance of the person’s suspicion 

on his or her own and senders’ behavior. The investigation considered that senders’ 
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behaviors would be related to receivers’ suspicion, receivers’ display of suspicion openly, 

whether senders noticed suspicionand how their behaviors were influenced by the 

receivers’ suspicion. Results confirmed that senders were influenced by receiver 

suspicion which was manifested nonverbally, deceivers sensed the suspicion, and they 

changed their nonverbal displays. However, there were also other communicator factors 

that resulted in different behavior patterns as well. Sender and rece iver had similar 

communication styles, regardless of the level of suspicion, and showed mutual influence. 

Results showed the importance of considering communicative featuresand deceiver 

displays which are suspicion induced andunchanged across relationships and 

communication contexts. 

D UNBAR’S DOMINANCE THEORY 

Dunbar brought the interactionist perspective of dominance first in 1998, and then 

in a study with J. Burgoon (2000), which supports interactionist conceptualization of 

dominance. She formulated her theory of power in the Dyadic Power Theory which was 

first introduced by Rollin and Bahr (1976). Her study of Dyadic Power Theory posits that 

there will be a curvilinear relationship between dominance and power in nonverbal 

behaviors unlike Rollin and Bahr’s (1976) argument for a linear relationship. One of the 

main concepts of the theory is dominance. Dominance is a dynamic state that is released 

or encouraged by individual temperament and situational features like relational control 

sequences. Relational control determines the place of dominance in the message 
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exchange process of dyadic conversational turns (sequence of ‘one up’ and ‘one down’ 

acts between dyads; Rogers-Millar & Millar, 1979). 

According to interactionist perspective assumptions, dominance-submission is a 

non-additive function of both characteristics of individuals and also the situations and the 

relationships they have with each other. The theory assumes that dominance- submission 

patterns result from a) individual characteristics that bring behavioral tendencies, b) 

situations as certain situations may easily bring the personal predispositions toward 

dominance whereas some demands of the situation might lead submissiveness, c) and the 

interaction between the two. 

The theory further expands the concept with interpersonal relationships as another 

factor with both independent and interactive impacts. The quality of the relationship has a 

unique influence on people’s reaction to each other as a result of interaction. The 

propositions of the theory suggest that increases in relative authority will result in 

increases in relative resources, increases in relative resources would lead to an increase in 

power, an increase in relative authority would increase the relative power, and 

relationship between power and control attempt is curvilinear. According to the last 

proposition, partners who perceive their power as extremely high or low would show low 

control attempt while partners who perceive low power would show more control 

attempts. 
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FUNCTIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON NONVERBAL B EHAVIORS 

This perspective assumes that interactive behavior is pragmatic, suggesting that 

nonverbal behaviors can be the result of different goals and have different functions 

across settings. The functional approach emphasizes that nonverbal behaviors have 

different functions in interaction. They not only provide information but also express 

emotions and regulate interaction. They are also functional in impression management 

(Patterson, 1991, 2006). According to the functional perspective the behaviors would be 

more predictable, as the goal of interaction is clearly agreed by both communicators. The 

model suggests that if the interactants feel that the interaction is not stable, they would 

experience arousal. Increase in the arousal levels would result in cognitive affective 

evaluation which would then lead to adjustments of interaction. 

PARALLEL PROCESS M ODEL 

The basic assumption of the Parallel Process Model is close to the functional 

model in that communication is said to have an adaptive and goal-oriented nature. This 

model suggests that goals are not always consciously chosen or oriented but they might 

have been imposed by social environment. According to Patterson (2006), biology, 

culture, gender and personality are the determinants that form our way of communication. 

These determinants and social environment decide the context and cognition guides the 

process of communication. Parallel process developed by Patterson includes both 

behavioral processes and social judgment processes. Therefore, individuals balance these 
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two processes and control the processes, mostly operating for specific goals with 

provided cognitive resources and motivation. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, this chapter has focused on the different theories that explain how 

nonverbal behaviors occur in people’s repertoire of communicative behaviors. First, 

theories of nonverbal behavior focus on the reactive behaviors that are driven by affect 

from the communication partner’s initial behavior. The information that reactive theories 

provide is mechanistic (Patterson, 2006) in predicting one’s reaction by existing 

particular behavior. This process involves the adjustment over a period to a partner’s 

behavior but theories cannot explain the core of the initial behavior. For example, people 

do not necessarily respond to a proceeding behavior with each communicative behavior 

they show, therefore these theories are limited in explaining the behaviors that are acted 

on in common routine actions. Another commonality in early theories is that even though 

these theories have different implications in how people react to their partner’s behavior 

in general they suggest that negative behaviors bring about compensation behaviors 

whereas positive behaviors are reciprocated. 

Recent theories on the other hand suggest that nonverbal behaviors have different 

functions in different contexts. As an exchange to a behavior in an interaction individuals 

not only respond to their partner’s behaviors but also initiate interaction. For the 

functional theories, affect still has an important place in forming, adapting, and initiating 

the behaviors, but when there is a goal in the communication such as deceiving or 
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persuading other people, it can be more effective. Therefore, the functional perspective 

focuses more on the aspects of interaction besides affect. However, approaches like the 

Interpersonal adaptation theory argues that the adaptive nature of nonverbal behaviors 

suggest different settings or contexts influence on nonverbal behaviors with their 

different functions. According to these theories, individuals adapt their adjustments with 

the effects of gender, biology, culture, and personality. People not only respond to other 

partners’ behaviors but also initiate communication with certain conclusions they 

anticipate. 

Recent theories of nonverbal behaviors have focused on social cognition and have 

recognized the role of sender and receiver cognition in interpersonal communication. For 

these theories, interpersonal expectancies are effective in social judgments and behavioral 

processes. Any cognitive aspects available to manage our lives are called cognitive 

resources. In his model of parallel process of nonverbal behaviors, Patterson (2006) 

suggested that the cognitive sources that are committed to the immediate environment 

affect the self, the partner, the setting, and the topic of the interaction. 
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CHAPTER 3 CULTURE AND NONVERBAL BEHAVIORS 

This chapter will analyze the universals and differences in nonverbal behaviors 

across cultures. It will further explore the role of culture on nonverbal behaviors. It will 

analyze how culture effects the way people display emotional expressions and to what 

degree individuals recognize and feel the intensity of them across cultures. 

UNIVERSALS IN FACIAL EXPRESSIONS AND CULTURAL D IMENSIONS 

There have been different opinions about whether nonverbal behaviors were 

universal or culture specific. Ekman (1968) and Ekman and Friesen (1969) argued that 

there are some behaviors that can be categorized as universal while some others should 

be considered culture specific. They hypothesized that there are some universals between 

some facial muscles and basic emotions like happiness, sadness, anxiety, or fear. 

However, they suggest that there would be cultural differences in controlling those 

behaviors and display rules depending on the social setting and the results of emotional 

arousal. Ekman and Friesen conducted a study that hypothesized universals in facial 

expressions. They showed still pictures of faces to people from different cultures and 

observed if participants would name the same emotion when they saw the faces with 

various expressions. The faces were selected according to Ekman, Friesen, and 

Tomkins’s (1971) interpretations of facial muscles related to each emotion. The results of 

the study showed that participants from Brazil, United States, Argentina, Japan, and Chile 

who had some contact with Western culture were found to identify the same faces with 

the same emotion description. Ekman and Friesen interpreted the results evidence of 
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universals in facial expressions. However, because all cultures included in the study are 

exposed to mass media presentations of facial expressions from literate cultures, the 

possibility that they may have associated the emotional concepts with the facial 

expressions as a result of the homogenizing effect stays as the main critique of the study. 

Because of the aforementioned limitation of the previous study Ekman and 

Friesen (1971) addressed the question of whether there were universal facial expressions 

once again. In the second study, they selected the participants from preliterate culture 

who had minimal exposure to Western cultures. Individuals from New Guinea were told 

a story and shown a set of pictures with three faces. They were asked to select the face 

that showed them the appropriate emotion that is dominant in the story. The results for 

both adults and children clearly supported the hypothesis that some facial behaviors are 

universally associated with particular emotions. For further evidence, another experiment 

was done to show if the facial behavior of New Guinea people were recognized by 

members of literate cultures. College students from the United States recognized the 

same emotions intended from their video- taped facial behaviors. A similar study 

hypothesizing that there are constant behaviors across cultures in emotional facial 

behavior was also conducted by Izard (1971). It also showed the evidence of agreement 

in labeling certain emotions like enjoyment, anger, fear, or disgust. 

Upon the universality of some nonverbal behaviors, Ortony and Turner (1990) 

argued that the full emotional expressions were not universal but their components were. 

They rejected the theoretical position that there were basic emotions. This view was not 
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supported with evidence and also contradicted Ekman (1992)’s report on muscular basis 

of facial expressions. 

Considering the results of the previous studies, Matsumoto (2006) suggested that 

it is important to recognize the universals in facial expressions but also to accept the 

influence of culture on nonverbal behaviors that occur beyond the universal basis of those 

behaviors. He defines culture as the outcome of the interaction between the universal 

biological needs and functions of societies, the social problems that humans have in 

addressing these needs, and the lifestyle they create. When we try to match our behaviors 

to the rules that we learn, we also learn about the culture. Interacting with our 

environment, our family, friends, our school group, age group we shape our 

communication behaviors, thereby helping us adopt the appropriate behaviors and define 

them as culture (Knapp & Hall, 2006). 

Matsumoto (2006) proposed that people process universal problems that address 

universal needs, therefore the way they deal with these problems are the same but they go 

through different mental processes depending on their cultural background. He 

exemplified culture specific behaviors with language as a way of engaging in universal 

problems or issues that societies go through. He stated that culture has a very big effect 

on nonverbal behaviors, and it creates culture specific nonverbal social behaviors. Cross- 

cultural studies show different examples of those differences. From all the considerable 

work that has been done, Andersen et al.(1995) described Hofstede’s (1980) proposed 

six dimensions of culture that influenced nonverbal behaviors: immediacy, high and low 

context, individualism and collectivism, gender, power distance, and avoidance. 
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Immediacy behaviors are one of these dimensions of culture, defined as the series 

of behaviors with which people communicate closeness, warmth, and approach, or show 

avoidance or distance (Andersen, 1998). Smiling, touch, closer distance, eye contact, 

open body orientations are labeled as immediate behaviors. According to Hall (1966), 

cultures that have a significant occurrence of immediate behaviors are called High 

Contact Cultures whereas cultures where people use less immediate behaviors are called 

Low Contact Cultures. One of the earliest studies by Watson and Graves (1966) study 

tested empirically American and Arabic students and showed that Arabic students were 

confronting each other more directly than American students, and they tend to sit closer 

and touch more when they were speaking. Watson (1970) similarly suggested that contact 

cultures that use physical touch and contact more during communication (e.g., Arabic 

cultures, Latin Americans, Southern Europeans) would engage more in direct orientation, 

and gaze, touch, and closer proximity than noncontact cultures (e.g., Asians, North 

Americans, Northern Europeans). 

Another dimension of cultural variability is individualism and collectivism. In 

individualistic cultures, the individuals are more important than the group whereas in 

collectivist cultures, individuals are said to fit in the group (Gudykunst, 2004). As 

collectivist cultures are more interdependent, they do most daily activities together and 

remain in closer proximity whereas individualistic cultures are more distant in pro ximity 

to each other and are more independent. Therefore, individualism and collectivism are 

important dimensions that help us understand the cultural differences and similarities in 

communication across cultures. 
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A study by Remland, Jones, and Brinkman (1991) examined the effects of culture, 

gender and age on the proxemics behavior of Dutch, French, and English individuals. The 

study was done by videotaping people who were sitting and interacting. Multiple 

measures of distance and orientation and systematic sampling methodology were used. 

The data analysis showed that the Dutch were more distant in interpersonal relationships 

than either the French or the English whereas the French were more distant than English. 

The body orientation of the French was more direct than that of Dutch or English 

individuals. Even though the methodology of the study is better than previous studies, 

this study has some limitations as well. One of the problems in this study was how 

participants were sampled. As most of the samples were located in France but not in the 

south, and close regions to Mediterranean, the sampling of French participants might not 

truly have represented French contact culture. In the study, there was also not frequent 

touching behaviors observed, which also made the data analysis hard to interpret. 

According to Remland, Jones, and Brinkman (1995), the use of interpersonal 

space, body orientation, and touch in dyadic interactions is influenced by an interactant’s 

culture, gender and age. With respect to the influence of culture, Remland et al. (1995) 

extended the previous research and analyzed the effects of culture, gender and age on 

interpersonal distance, body orientation and touch between individuals from England, 

France, Netherland, Italy, Greece, Scotland and Ireland. Results of the study partially 

supported the contact culture and noncontact culture differences with respect to touch. 

Among Italian and Greek individuals more touch was observed than in English, French, 

25 



and Dutch dyads. The data also indicated that Greece and Italy are contact cultures, 

confirming the study of Watson (1970). 

One of the universal aspects of human interaction is touch. In every culture, there 

is touch but there are differences in amount of touching behavior depending on the 

culture, gender, and age (Dibiase&Gunnoe, 2004). To confirm this hypothesis, Dibiase 

and Gunnoe examined gender and cultural influences on touching behavior in different 

cultures. Participants from Italy, the Czech Republic, and from the United States were 

examined for their use of hand touches and non-hand touches. The study predicted that 

participants from Italy and the Czech Republic would show more touching behavior than 

those from the United States. As predicted Americans show less touching behavior than 

Italian and Czech participants, which also supports the work of Remland, Jones, and 

Brinkman (1995). The study also analyzed if there were gender differences in touching 

behavior in relation to cultural norms and gender roles. The results showed that there was 

a tendency across cultures for men to touch women with their hands more often than 

women to touch men but only Czech participants showed significant differences in men 

touching behavior, supporting the idea that touch is related to power in c ultures where 

traditional gender roles are dominant. 

In most of the studies, genderis considered to be characteristics of the participants 

but it is also considered to be a cultural dimension that influences the individuals’ 

behaviors. Gender as a cultural dimension refers to gender roles. Strict cultures require 

members to behave in a gender specific way and emphasize traditional gender role 

identification. For this dimension Hofstede (1980) discussed that cultures high in 
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masculinity would make a sharp distinction between female and male roles whereas 

cultures low in masculinity would tend to have more flexible sex roles. Therefore it is 

expected that gender roles would affect the emotion expressions across cultures 

(Gudykunst& Toomey, 1988). Large differences in status of men and women appear in 

many European countries. Men are still dominant in many positions and women are 

expected to adhere to their traditional roles (housekeeping, children rising, nurturing etc.) 

(Dibiase&Gunnoe, 2004). The previous study mentioned by Dibiase and Gunnoe in 

identifying the effect on gender and culture in touching behavior also shows the influence 

of gender in nonverbal behaviors. 

Another dimension to be discussed as a cultural influence on nonverbal behaviors 

is power distance. The differences between perceptions of power across cultures affects 

the interpersonal relationships develop. According to Hofstede (1980), in higher power 

distance cultures, the power differences show existential inequality as a part of life, a nd 

the effects of this understanding can be recognized in any kind of relationship. By 

contrast, in lower power distance cultures, people consider themselves equal to others. 

Andersen et al. (1995) indicated that power distance differences between cultures might 

also lead to misunderstandings or different perceptions. Although gaze in the U.S. is 

considered to be an indication of power in mainstream culture, the differences between 

black and white populations might result in difficulties in interaction between members 

who interpret gaze differently. 

Spencer-Oatey (1997) investigated people’s perception of power distance in a 

high power culture and a low power distance culture. The study analyzed the relationship 
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between a tutor and a student. The participants were selected from England and China as 

tutors and postgraduate students. They completed a questionnaire that showed their 

conceptions of degrees of power differences and relational closeness or distance in this 

relationship. Analysis showed a significant culture effect for both aspects.Chinese 

participants reported closer relationship and a greater power difference than British 

participants. Nine Chinese tutors who had both British and Chinese academic 

environment experiences gave their written comments on the questionnaire and 

interviews, which supported the results of the data analysis. The results of the study 

indicated that there were differences in perceptions of Western and Asian concepts of 

power and closeness/distance behaviors in relation to those concepts. 

The last dimension of culture that is proposed is uncertainty avoidance. 

Individuals may feel threatened when the situation of interaction is ambiguous. 

According to Hofstede (1980), such situations create certain behaviors that help 

individuals avoid similar situations in the future. This dimension shows how different 

cultures control ambiguity, conflict, aggression, and tolerance. If a culture is high in 

uncertainty avoidance, individuals avoid ambiguous situations and show more emotion 

whereas if members are from a low uncertainty avoidance culture, they show and 

experience less emotion, less stress than high uncertainty avoidance cultures 

(Gudykanst& Matsumoto, 1996). Low uncertainty avoidance cultures also take more 

risks than others. These variations in tolerance and avoidance of uncertainty are what 

interpreted as freedom for some countries. Because more freedom brings about more 

chances of expressing different attitudes at any time, it leads to stress and anxiety in 
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countries where there is more independence. Therefore these cultures prefer normative 

behavior rules to avoid ambiguity (Andersen et al., 1995). In real life all dimensions 

influence all cultures simultaneously. However individuals do not necessarily share all 

traits of their culture to an equal degree at every time, therefore attribution of cultural 

traits to everyone in a culture is not possible but still the typical, generalized traits give us 

an overall idea about the social structures of different cultures. 

Individuals use nonverbal cues to achieve a desired effect, to give an impression, 

or convey a message during interaction with others (Galloway, 1968). Some behaviors 

are intentional displays that aim to convince others how a person wishes to be viewed. 

Most often, individuals can convince themselves and others of the authenticity of those 

behaviors. Either deliberately or naturally engineered nonverbal behaviors influence 

perceptions. Although it is not always easy to define the differences between the two 

kinds of nonverbal behaviors, both kinds of display have a functional role in 

communication process. However, communicators do not take these nonverbal cues as 

granted as they are; in general, people infer messages out of them and perceive them 

according to what they believe. The perception is therefore influenced by some factors as 

well. 

Even though universals and differences in nonverbal behaviors of different 

cultures have been studied, there have not been very many studies done in what 

influences the perception of nonverbal messages. Ekman et.al (1987) reported that there 

are cultural differences in perceived strength of the emotion in facial expressions. In the 

study comparing American and Japanese cultural differences in perception of emotions, 
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Japanese participants perceived emotions as less intense than Americans regardless of the 

gender or nationality of the person showing the expression (Matsumoto & Ekman, 1989). 

According to Matsumoto (1992), culture influences not only the perception of 

emotions but also the rate of recognition. He suggested that some cultures might be 

conservative in talking about emotions perhaps leading to discouraging people from 

noticing emotions, and resulting in low recognition of accurate emotions when there are 

many emotion displays. Thus, a person from a multi-cultural environment can easily 

understand or perceive the different emotions and negotiate them with the different 

cultural backgrounds whereas a person from a homogenous culture may find it difficult to 

understand or interpret the behavior of different cultures. In his study, Matsumoto (1992) 

analyzed American and Japanese judgments of six universal emotions of Caucasian and 

Japanese male and female individuals to examine how much culture would differ in their 

perception of universal emotions. All the pictures had been validated and shown to be 

reliable in showing the six emotions. Participants judged which emotion was showed and 

how intense its expression was. The findings of the study suggested that Americans were 

better at labeling most of the emotions than Japanese regardless of the sex and culture of 

the posers in the pictures that were being judged. Both Americans and Japanese could 

easily identify and label happiness but had a harder time in detecting fear. Matsumoto 

noted that the differences observed in the study could be interpreted in different ways. 

First, ambiguity of the expressions may have been one reason of the different 

interpretations. Also, the reason for Americans and Japanese’s judgments of happiness to 

be the same may be because the stimuli were clearer for other emotion displays. 
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However, if the judging participants’ culture differences were only caused by the stimuli 

quality, there would not be cultural differences detected in all other emotion displays. 

In his critique of the study, Matsumoto (1992) also argued that the differences 

might be related to the cultural sanctions that prevent the labeling of certain emotions. 

Therefore if Japanese culture has sanctions for the use of such emotions as anger, fear, 

and disgust whereas Americans do not, they may not accurately label those emotions. 

Participants’ cultural differences in perception of the emotions can also be explained by 

the differences in cultural dimensions that Holfsede (1980) proposed. Thus, the fact that 

the Japanese participants were not good at perceiving negative emotions might be the 

result of cultural discouragement towards expressing negative emotions to prevent 

disturbing the social relationships that are a basic concern of collectivist cultures. On the 

other hand, American participants were better in accurately labeling the emotions as 

American culture is more focused on individualism which favors open display of 

negative emotions, and freer perception of these emotions (Matsumoto, 1992). 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has summarized the studies of the effects of culture on nonverbal 

behaviors. Various studies have shown that there seem to be universals in expressions 

alongside individual differences across cultures. It is suggested that with regard to the 

basic facial expressions, individuals show similarities in the emotions they display but 

they differ in display rules and management of those emotions. Concerning the 

relationship between culture and nonverbal behaviors, most studies have foc used on 
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facial expressions of emotions and suggested cultural differences across cultures in these 

behaviors (Matsumoto, 2006). 

Cultures and social environment influence not only the display or management of 

these emotions but also determine the extent to which different emotions are recognized. 

The judgment of intensity of the displayed emotions is also influenced by the social 

context in which these expressions occur. The following chapter will review studies that 

have investigated the nonverbal behaviors of teachers in the classroom. It will introduce 

the immediacy principle and approaches to the instructional communication. 
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CHAPTER 4 NONVERBAL BEHAVIORS IN EDUCATION SETTING 

Education is one of the fields where nonverbal behaviors have a functional role as 

an important part of communication between teacher and students. This chapter will 

introduce the approaches that have been focus of instructional communication researches 

to interaction between students and teachers in classroom environment. It will also focus 

on the role of nonverbal behaviors in teachers’ feedback, teacher and student perception 

of each other and students’ motivation. 

TEACHERS ’ NONVERBAL B EHAVIORS IN CLASSROOM 

Teacher and student interaction is an important aspect both in stude nt motivation 

and learning and in teachers’ perception of their students. In classroom setting, 

communication between teachers and students occur by verbal and nonverbal means. 

Although both verbal and nonverbal forms convey messages and give information about 

the speakers’ intentions and emotions, Galloway (1968) argued that teachers rely more on 

verbal channels while they are instructing. However, he indicated that in classrooms, 

nonverbal messages often play a very important role in student learning. Nonverbal 

behaviors convey messages and teacher expectations. By staring at the students, smiling, 

placing a finger on lips, etc., teachers can give many messages. Galloway pointed that 

students feel these nonverbal cues are more reflective of the actual feelings and thoughts 

of the teacher than what a teacher says. Therefore students rely more on nonverbal 

messages than on verbal messages when they are confused in case of conflicting 

messages in what the teacher means by the verbal or nonverbal behaviors. 
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As primary school is the first environment where children are socialized away 

from their parents, teachers are the very first models and source of social behaviors for 

children. Teachers’ nonverbal interactions with children are very important for children’s 

learning process and development. The way teachers behave affects the patterns of 

students’ behavior (Smith, 1979). By watching the teacher’s reactions, combining these 

with other verbal and nonverbal clues and their background as a result of their 

interactions with their immediate social environment, children come to realize whether 

their behavior is appropriate. Therefore effective communication occurs as a result of 

teacher and students understanding the messages they send to each other (Johnson, 1999). 

The importance of nonverbal behaviors of teachers has also been emphasized in 

many recent studies concerning classroom management, student’s performance 

enhancement, and in theories of instructional psychology (Quinton &Smallbone, 2001). 

Several studies that investigated the effect of nonverbal behaviors of teachers in the 

classroom focused particularly on the role of immediacy (Anderson, 1976, Christophel, 

1990, McCroskey et. al, 1995). The results of the studies show that teachers’ immediate 

behaviors have a great influence on student’s emotions during the learning process 

(McCroskey& Richmond, 1992). 

Scholars of nonverbal communication have proposed two different approaches 

concerning the focus of research on nonverbal behaviors: Categorical and Functional 

approaches. Categorical approaches (Knapp, 1972) separate the nonverbal from verbal 

behaviors and focus on the impact of each element on the communication process while 

Functional approaches (Burgoon&Saine, 1978) recognize nonverbal behaviors as a 
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collective construct and emphasize the effect of multiple elements on communication 

(McCroskey, Richmond &McCroskey, 2006). 

McCroskey, Richmond and McCroskey refer to the categorical approach as a tree 

perspective and the functional approach as forest perspective. Instructional 

communication researchers who focus on the immediacy principle prefer the forest 

approach to explain the focus of nonverbal behaviors in instructional settings. 

Immediacy, one of the collective constructs of nonverbal behaviors, is noted to be both 

theoretically and practically important. The immediacy construct was originally advanced 

by Mehrabian (1969) in his study of interpersonal communication and refers to basic 

behavior patterns that individuals use in interpersonal communication. Mehrabian defined 

immediate behaviors as nonverbal acts that increase closeness to and interaction with 

another. McCroskey, Richmond, and McCroskey (2006) noted that the research on 

nonverbal immediacy has shown its importance in influencing instructional outcomes 

such as increased affective learning, increased affinity towards teacher, and increased 

perceptions of students’ own learning. 

Teachers’ use of nonverbal behavior not only effects on students’ academic 

performance but also is functional in telling students about the teacher’ expectations 

(Giles &Poire, 2006). There is a meaningful relationship between teacher’s immediacy 

and student’s experiences while learning, attitudes in relation to their learning and 

emotions (Witt, Wheeless& Allen, 2004). Teachers that have positive immediacy 

behaviors such as smiles, head nods, and eye contact, have also been shown to encourage 

student information-seeking behaviors as well (Myers & Knox, 2001). Woolfolk and 
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Brooks (1985) suggested that teachers also differ in their nonverbal behavior towards 

individual pupils such that they may come closer to some children on some occasions but 

be distant to others. Some teachers may even unconsciously give more chance to some 

groups than others or react differently to a child interrupting another more than they 

normally would do. Such differences give messages to students and are meaningful to 

them in constructing perceptions of their teachers and their own be haviors. 

In the classroom one element when nonverbal behaviors are used is in instructor 

feedback (Baringer&McCroskey, 2000). In order to facilitate students’ learning, teachers 

continuously evaluate the students’ performance. Nonverbal communication between the 

teacher and students is important as children use the feedback as a source of information 

about their performance and orient to the changing activities in the classroom with these 

messages (Brooks &Woolfolk, 1985). According to Shultz and Florio (1979), in 

classroom contexts, students’ understanding of nonverbal behavioral clues of the teacher 

(proximity, eye contact, touch, etc.) is considered to be an important part of social 

competence. As students acquire social competence, they become increas ingly able to 

‘navigate’ across contexts. 

Motivation is another element that influences the learning process, and is 

influenced by student - teacher interaction. When asked to list the motivating factors that 

are positive, students rank caring, approachab le, considerate, enthusiastic classroom 

involvement by teachers as Top-ranked (Potee, 2002). The most direct stimuli for student 

learning are by modeling, socializing and interacting in close relationships by parents or 

teachers (Brophy, 1987). Regarding the impact of teachers’ immediacy behaviors to 
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students’ motivation and learning Christophel (1990) concluded that immediacy first 

modifies state motivation to study and then impacts learning. Therefore, immediacy 

behaviors have an influence on all levels of learning. 

Another collective construct of nonverbal behaviors is socio-communicative style, 

which was first developed by interpersonal communication researchers but then 

recognized in instructional communication (Richmond, 2002). Socio-communicative 

style is the way people communicate. It is an important factor in communication as the 

style people communicate is oriented by the sender of the message and perceived by the 

receiver. This construct is divided into two dimensions: assertiveness and responsiveness. 

Assertiveness is defined as a key component of communication competence, enabling an 

individual to use appropriate communication, defend, and stand for himself. 

Responsiveness is the communication behavior that shows an individual’s ability to 

respond to others’ needs. Across communication situations, these constructs are 

suggested to be related to communicative competence (McCroskey, Richmond, 

&McCroskey, 2006). 

The study conducted by Wanzer and McCroskey (1998) showed that teacher 

responsiveness and assertiveness affect students’ perceptions of their teachers. Students 

who perceived their teachers positively reported them less misbehaving in the classroom. 

It is inferred from the study that as responsive teachers are concerned about their 

relationship with students, they also avoid any misbehavior that might affect their 

interaction with the students. Another study of students’ perceptions of the socio- 

communicative style of teachersinvestigated whether instructors with different socio- 
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communicative styles differed in their students' perceptions of their credibility and their 

students' motivation. Analysis of data from interviews and questionnaires focused on the 

assertiveness, responsiveness, credibility and situational motivation showed that those 

instructors who had a socio-communicative style of competence were perceived higher 

on all three measures. The results support the importance of instructors’ assertiveness and 

responsiveness in their communication behaviors. 

According to the research that has analyzed the effect of each nonverbal behavior 

separately from a tree perspective, the behaviors that occur frequently in instructional 

settings are categorized follows as: Physical appearance, gesture, body position, face, 

eye, touch, vocal, space, and timing (McCroskey, Richmond &McCroskey, 2006). When 

people meet for the first time, the initial message they get from each other is conveyed 

via physical appearances. Richmond (1997) suggested that in classroom settings, physical 

attractiveness of teachers or students qualify them for further positive communication. 

Gestures, defined as any movement by hands, and arms are also an effective part of 

nonverbal communication as much as physical appearance. A study conducted by Singer 

and Meadow (2005) investigated 160 students in the third and fourth grades in lessons on 

mathematical equivalence. The students were taught with or without the use of gestures 

of a teacher. The result of the study indicated that children were likely to take advantage 

of messages conveyed by gestures, and that gestures had an active role in their learning. 

Body movements as another part of nonverbal communication have also been 

analyzed by many researchers (McCroskey, Richmond &McCroskey, 2006). In a study 

that investigated the effects of teacher’s classroom movement on students learning, the 
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students reports showed that when a teacher moves in the classroom, or walks around the 

students, student understanding is higher than when the teacher stays behind a desk on 

the podium (Richmond et al., 1987). The findings also confirm Galloway’s (1968) 

argument about teachers’ travel in the classroom and the different messages such travel 

conveys. 

Another set of behaviors included facial expressions. Teachers’ positive facial 

expressions are indicated to be effective in students’ learning. Richard et al. (1987) noted 

that eye contact has been found to be effective in teaching. Students note that they prefer 

teachers having eye contact with them as they learn more this way. 

McCroskey, Richard, and McCroskey (2006) stated that Teacher stare is an effective 

nonverbal behavior particularly in classroom management as it is useful for teachers to 

give messages to the students. 

A category that has been separately analyzed is touch. Occurrence or frequency of 

touching behaviors across cultures has been reviewed earlier in the section which 

analyzed the relationship between culture and nonverbal behaviors. Touch is considered 

to be another important factor in instructional setting. Two studies were conducted in 

which four teachers and their students were observed. The studies aimed to exa mine the 

effects of teachers’ touch on students’ classroom behavior. There was a significant effect 

of teachers’ touch on students’ on-task behaviors. In the studies, a decrease in disruptive 

behavior was observed with more touch (Wheldall et. al, 1986). 

As for nonverbal vocalic behaviors, the results of a study conducted by Beatty and 

Benkhe (1971) emphasized the importance of vocalic cues on teacher credibility. In his 
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review of the literature, Hinkle (2001) concluded that features like pitch, tone, rate, 

pauses, and loudness carry cues that can support other verbal and nonverbal messages of 

the speakers, and sometimes enhance, or even contradict them. 

Another set of nonverbal behaviors in the classroom is use of space. McCroskey, 

Richard, and McCroskey (2006) divided the components of space into two as territory 

and interpersonal space.According to Galloway (1968), the territories of students and 

teacher in the classroom, spatial arrangement of the desks, and the teacher’s use of space 

affect the contextual meaning that students derive for further orientation to the class and 

to the subject. The proximity and travel of the teacher in the classroom has also different 

meanings. Galloway suggested that teachers wander in to students’ territory when they 

want to have control over students’ behavior, make sure that everything is going well, or 

check on their work individually. 

Chronemics, the use of time, is also one of the important aspects of 

communication in the classroom (McCroskey, Richard, &McCroskey, 2006). Perception 

of time differs from culture to culture, therefore not only do small organizations have 

different systems of time rules for their members but also national cultures have timing 

rules. Teaching time management to children is one of the major concerns of elementary 

schools. Basic rules that inform students about when to speak, when to listen, when they 

can go out, what they can talk about and how they can talk are determined by time in the 

classroom context. The way teacher’s use time is also a nonverbal indicator of the 

importance or interest that s/he gives to certain subjects as well (Galloway, 1968). 
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The last category of nonverbal behaviors is environment that influences messages 

sent or the controlling function of messages. In educatio nal environments these effects 

also have an important role (McCroskey, Richard and McCroskey, 2006). There has 

been considerable research on effects of sitting arrangement on learning but not much 

reported by instructional communication researchers. A study conducted by Goh and 

Fraser (1998) investigated the relationship between classroom environment and affective, 

cognitive student outcomes in primary Mathematics in Singapore. It concluded that there 

is a consistent association between the classroom environment and student outcomes in 

learning. 

A previous research by McCroskey and McVetta (1978) investigating student 

preferences for style of classroom arrangement and seating arrangements referred to the 

importance of seating arrangements on students’ co mmunicative behaviors as well. In 

their study of desk arrangement effects on pupil classroom behaviors, Rosenfield et al. 

(1985) indicated that seating arrangement has a positive effect on student participation, 

thinking and learning. In this study, a circular desk arrangement in the classroom 

increased on-task response and more active participation of the students in addition to the 

positive effect on students’ development and learning. Therefore, for teachers who wish 

to facilitate student interaction in classroom it is suggested that they consider desk 

arrangement in circles instead of rows. 
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SUMMARY 

As indicated by various studies conducted within educational contexts effective 

teaching highly depends on teachers’ appropriate and effective use of nonverbal 

behaviors. Nonverbal behaviors in the classroom help teachers’ construct not only an 

informative but also interactive and learning environment for their students. The most 

recognized construct in classroom nonverbal communication is suggested as nonverbal 

immediacy of teachers. Immediacy behaviors are smiles, gaze, forward leans, and voice. 

These behaviors are found to be positively related to students’ motivation, which is 

positively related to students’ affective and cognitive learning in the classroom. Besides 

immediacy, socio-communicative style of the teachers has been reported to be one of the 

constructs related to students’ perceptions of their teachers, and therefore motivation to 

learn. 

In addition, reporters have investigated instructional contexts as separate source 

of influence. The behaviors that are analyzed separately are: physical appearance, 

gesture, body position, face, eye, touch, vocal, space, environment and time. 
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS 

This report presents the changing landscape of the literature on theories and 

perspectives about nonverbal communication in the second chapter. Some theories 

explain the utility of nonverbal behaviors for different functions, and other focus on 

determinants of behavioral adaptations in interactions. Theories not only explain how 

individuals behave in interactions but also predict patterns of nonverbal behaviors in 

different settings. 

In the third chapter, I focused on the universality and culture-specific dimensions 

of nonverbal behaviors. This literature emphasizes that even though there are 

universalities across cultures in recognition and display of facial expressions that 

represent basic emotions, there are many cultural dimensions that affect the ways people 

display these emotions, the degree of perceptions of others’ nonverbal behaviors, and the 

frequency of occurrence of these behaviors in different cultures in various contexts. 

Many of these differences can be explained by the dimensions that Hofstede’s (1980) 

proposed in his theory of cultural differentiation. In the chapter, I explained the cross- 

cultural differences, not only analyzing one dimension at a time but also going through 

the impact of constructs that represent combinations of nonverbal behaviors. Analyses 

that are presented within each dimension and construct clearly suggest that cultural 

dimensions significantly influence and determine the display of emotions and other 

nonverbal behaviors. However, there might be other dimensions that determine certain 

behaviors. Future research might be needed to explain these differences with other 

dimensions that have not yet been investigated in this paper. 
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In the fourth chapter, I presented studies that suggest the importance of nonverbal 

communication in classroom contexts. This is the heart of my report. The analyses show 

that teachers’ use of nonverbal behaviors in the classroom is related to students’ 

perceptions of their teachers, their motivation, adaptation to the classroom environment 

and classroom material, social competence, and cognitive and affective learning. 

In general, studies on instructional nonverbal communication focuses on teacher 

immediacy. Teacher immediacy is a construct that includes the combination of several 

nonverbal behaviors. Teachers’ immediate behaviors are stated as smiling, backward and 

forward lean, eye contact, posture, and touch. The presented studies show the significant 

effect of these immediacy behaviors on students’ motivation and learning. 

IMPLICATIONS 

With regard to the literature review in nonverbal communication theories, effects 

of culture on nonverbal behaviors and display rules and the importance of teachers’ 

nonverbal behaviors on students’ motivation and learning in classrooms, I would like to 

propose that more research is needed in how different nonverbal behaviors are displayed 

by teachers in different cultures and how much students’ affective and cognitive learning 

differ as a result of these differences. 

This kind of research might be helpful in training prospective teachers who are 

planning to work abroad in foreign schools. The beneficial nonverbal behaviors specific 

to that culture help teachers to develop or adapt new nonverbal communication styles in 

44 



that culture’s school environment. It enhances not only students’ positive perspective of 

teachers but also their motivation and learning. 

When visiting scholars start teaching abroad, one of the main problems they 

encounter is communication in the classroom. Cultural differences in nonverbal 

behaviors of teachers and students may result in misunderstandings and therefore affect 

both students’ perspective of the teacher and teachers’ perspective of the students. A 

student who places his feet on his desk might be considered rude and disrespectful by a 

teacher coming from another culture, whereas a teacher’s close proximity and touching 

behaviors can be threatening to students from a culture where personal space has an 

important role in interpersonal communication. 

As noted in the previous chapters, nonverbal behaviors are also important in 

teachers fastening students’ motivation in learning. Teachers’ nonverbal approaches 

toward students, use of space, and time have important roles in students’ interest in the 

subject and involvement in classroom activities. Lack of nonverbal behaviors such as 

gaze, hand gestures, and nodding might affect students’ perspective of the closeness of 

their teachers and might result in a decrease in interest in the topic and participation. 

The research in cultural differences in teachers’ nonverbal behaviors in the 

classroom might be also useful for international exchange students’ orientation to a new 

school environment and new classes. Being a student abroad is already difficult in terms 

of adapting to a new environment, new culture, and new education system. Speaking a 

foreign language is sometimes a form of handicap for many international students when 

they first start their abroad experience. Therefore, use of nonverbal communication 
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becomes an indispensable part of students’ interaction in their new environment. Students 

spend most of the time at school with their classroom friends and teachers. Knowing 

about the classroom behavior display rules and expectations might help them orient 

themselves to the new culture starting in the classroom. When they know what is 

appropriate and what is not, they might initiate better relationships with their teacher. 

Having a good first impression and interaction with the teacher in the first place is 

encouraging for their future studies and motivating for them to make the most of their 

experience abroad. 

It might also be possible to adapt some of the nonverbal behaviors that are 

observed to be helpful to the students’ learning and motivation in general by different 

cultures as communicative teaching approaches. For example, if it is observed that 

students who are exposed to more approving nonverbal behaviors are more successful, 

then adaptation of those behaviors in teaching contexts in another culture can be 

beneficial. 

In conclusion, more research on cross-cultural analysis of teachers’ and students’ 

nonverbal behaviors in the classroom in relation to their culture and the effect of these 

behaviors on students’ learning is needed. 
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